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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 1,2, 7,14, 16, 18, 19, 21, and 23 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 

being unpatentable over the admitted prior art in view of Ellis et al. ("Ellis") and Liao, 

Haag, and Chow et al. ("Chow"). Regarding claims 1,21, the admitted prior art ("APA") 

discloses everything except that the joining cavity does not engage the outer threaded 

surface of said cable connection sleeve after a majority of said electrical coupling cavity 

is at least partially telescopically inserted in said cable connection sleeve. Ellis 

discloses a connector where the locking member 100 engages the outer threaded 

surface 34 of a cable connection sleeve after the mating members (80, 40) are fully 

engaged and the connectors (128, 48) are connected. At the time of the invention, it 

would have been obvious to increase the longitudinal sliding play distance of the 

coupling sleeve 120 of the admitted prior art such that the sleeve would not engage the 

outer threaded surface 34 of a cable connection sleeve until after a majority of said 

electrical coupling cavity was telescopically inserted in said cable connection sleeve and 

the connectors (128, 48) were connected. Ellis teaches that this would have been 

done by increasing the distance between the front stopping flange (88 in Ellis, 70 in the 

APA) and the rear stop (face 158 in Ellis, face of flange 38 in the APA). The 
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suggestion or motivation for doing so would have been to allow quicker engaging and 
disengaging of the mating parts as taught in Ellis (see e.g. Ellis abstract, col. 1, lines 49- 
55) and as is well known in the art. 

Regarding the gripping features, the APA shows gripping surfaces 122. Liao 
(see ribs 21 on ring 20), Haag (see finger tabs 72 on sleeve 54), and Chow (see 
gripping rings on coupling ring 26) are examples of connectors disclosing a plurality of 
"nodes" in a star shape to facilitate manual rotation. At the time of the invention, it 
would have been obvious to modify the APA gripping surface to include various gripping 
design features including "nodes" in a star shape as taught in Liao, Haag and Chow. 
The suggestion or motivation for doing so would have been to provide a good grip and 
facilitate rotation, as taught by Liao (col. 2, lines 40-45), Haag (col. 6, lines 65-67) and 
Chow and as is well known in the art. 

Regarding claims 2, 14, 16, 18, 19, 23, the APA discloses these limitations. 

Regarding claims 7, the APA does not disclose that at least one-thread in said 
joining cavity of said coupling sleeve is spaced from a receiving end of said joining 
cavity. Ellis discloses that at least one-thread in the joining cavity of the coupling 
sleeve is spaced from a receiving end of said joining cavity. At the time of the invention, 
it would have been obvious to modify the APA such that at least one-thread in the 
joining cavity of the coupling sleeve would have been spaced from a receiving end of 
said joining cavity as taught in Ellis. The suggestion or motivation for doing so would 
have been to prevent damage to the threads and ensure that the threaded mating parts 
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were properly oriented before engaging the mating threads, such motivation being 
known in the art. 

Claim 9 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over the 
admitted prior art in view of Ellis and Liao, Haag and Chow as discussed above in view 
of Herrmann, Jr. ("Herrmann"). The APA does not discloses that the receiving end of 
said joining cavity has a beveled surfaced designed to-receive a front end of said cable 
connection sleeve. Herrmann discloses that the receiving end of a joining cavity has a 
beveled surfaced designed to-receive a front end of said cable connection sleeve (see 
figure 5). At the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to bevel the receiving 
end of the APA joining cavity. The suggestion or motivation for doing so would have 
been to facilitate mating of the mating sleeves, as is well known in the art. 

Claims 8 and 10 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over the admitted prior art in view of Ellis, Herrmann, Liao, Haag and Chow for the 
reasons discussed regarding claims 9 and 4. 

Claims 1 1 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over the 
admitted prior art in view of Ellis, Liao, Haag and Chow as in claim 7 in view of Glover. 
The APA does not show at least a majority of said electrical coupling cavity extending 
outwardly from said receiving end of said joining cavity. Glover discloses a majority of 
an electrical coupling cavity extending outwardly from a receiving end of a joining cavity. 
At the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to extend the APA coupling 
cavity as desired, such as disclosed in Glover. The suggestion or motivation for doing 
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so would have been to allow facilitate mating of the electrical connectors prior to locking 
the connectors together, as taught in Glover and as is well known in the art. 

Claim 12 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over the 
admitted prior art in view of Ellis, Liao, Haag, Chow, Herrmann, and Glover for the 
reasons discussed regarding claims 9 and 11. 

Claims 13, 15, 17, and 20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over the admitted prior art in view of Ellis, Herrmann, Liao, Haag, Chow 
and Glover for the reasons discussed regarding claims 9, 10, 11, 14, 16, 18, and 19. 

Claims 23-64 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
the admitted prior art in view of Ellis, Herrmann, Liao, Haag, Chow and Glover for the 
reasons discussed regarding claims 1-21 . Regarding claims 44-63, the method of 
using the devices discussed regarding claims 1-21 would have been obvious at the time 
of the invention. 

Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments have been considered but are not persuasive. 
Applicant repeatedly argues that Ellis, Liao, Haag, Chow, and Glover are nonanalogous 
prior art. Remarks pages 16, 17, 20, 21, The examiner maintains that electrical cable 
connectors such as taught in Ellis, Liao, Haag, Chow and Glover are analogous art. 
The invention and the electrical cable connectors cited as prior art all are cable 
connectors using a rotatable threaded coupling sleeve. There is no reason why the 
cited prior art devices could not be used to modify the APA connector. Rather the 
applicant merely indicates that these connectors are not in the pertinent field of 
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endeavor because they are not welder cable connectors. The examiner is not 
persuaded that the relevant field of endeavor is limited to welder cable connectors and 
maintains that the relevant field of endeavor is cable connectors with threaded rotatable 
coupling sleeves. For example, the U.S. patent classification system makes no 
distinction between welder connectors and non-welder connectors. Rather, cable 
connectors secured by rotatable threaded sleeves are classified together (see e.g. class 
439/320). This implies that one skilled in the art would consider the field of endeavor 
to be cable connectors with threaded rotatable sleeves, not just welder connectors with 
threaded rotatable sleeves. 

In response to applicant's arguments against the references individually (remarks 
pages 17, 18, 19, 20, 21), one cannot show nonobviousness by attacking references 
individually where the rejections are based on combinations of references. See In re 
Keller, 642 F.2d 413, 208 USPQ 871 (CCPA 1981); In re Merck & Co., 800 F.2d 1091, 
231 USPQ 375 (Fed. Cir. 1986). 

In response to applicant's argument that the examiner's conclusion of 
obviousness is based upon improper hindsight reasoning (remarks pages 19), it must 
be recognized that any judgment on obviousness is in a sense necessarily a 
reconstruction based upon hindsight reasoning. But so long as it takes into account 
only knowledge which was within the level of ordinary skill at the time the claimed 
invention was made, and does not include knowledge gleaned only from the applicant's 
disclosure, such a reconstruction is proper. See In re McLaughlin, 443 F.2d 1392, 170 
USPQ 209 (CCPA 1971). 
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Conclusion 

THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Ross Gushi whose telephone number is (571 ) 272- 
2005. If attempts to reach the examiner by phone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Paula A. Bradley, can be reached at 571-272-2800 extension 33. The 
phone number for the Group's facsimile is (703) 872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
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you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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